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ABSTRACT 
Past researches have showed that some bilingual children who acquired English and 
another European language demonstrated interdependent language development and a smaller 
vocabulary size.  One case study on a Hong Kong simultaneous Cantonese-English bilingual 
child has presented evidence of syntactic transfer from Cantonese to English as well. The 
primary objective of current study was to investigate the Cantonese verb use and the aspect 
marker use of two groups of Cantonese-English bilinguals. For the verb use, it aimed at finding 
if the bilinguals have acquired fewer verbs than the monolinguals. The result of this study 
showed that successive bilinguals produced most different types of verbs than monolinguals 
while simultaneous bilinguals produced the least different types among three groups. The 
unexpected result of successive bilingual children was discussed in relation to the language 
dominance and social-economic status. For the aspect markers, it aimed at finding evidence of 
syntactic transfer from English and Cantonese. The comparison between two types of 
bilinguals did not show quantitative difference, but qualitative difference was evidenced as two 
simultaneous bilingual children demonstrated overgeneralization of aspect markers. The 
syntactic transfer from English to Cantonese accounted for this.  
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INTRODUCTION 
Hong Kong is an international city in which English is a core subject for many primary 
school children according to the syllabus of Education and Manpower Bureau (EMB). Most 
children receive bilingual education starting from kindergarten, and bilingualism is becoming 
more important today in order for students to compete with others and to fit in the social norm.  
Many parents have started teaching their children with both Cantonese and English when they 
were two to three years old.  Since many parents need to work, a maid who communicates 
with the children in English is usually employed to take care of the children.  Therefore, there 
are many cases of suspected developmental language delay due to the bilingual learning 
environment. Genesee (2001) viewed that bilingualism and bilingual acquisition as 
burdensome and potentially disruptive to development. It is because there is a limit of the 
mental faculty to acquire language. However, Clyne (1987), cited in de Houwer (1995), stated 
that one-parent-one-language input condition is an advantage for the early development of a 
high degree of metalinguistic awareness and a good basis for developing translation skills. The 
aim of this study is to find whether and how bilingual education will affect the Cantonese 
development of pre-school children aged five to six years. 
Bilingualism 
There were two types of bilingualism according to Bhatia & Ritchie (1999). The first type 
is simultaneous bilingualism or bilingual first language acquisition (BFLA) in which children 
acquire two languages from birth. Genesee (2001) defined BFLA as children who grow up 
learning two oral languages simultaneously during infancy. For example, a child grows up in 
an entirely monolingual environment except for one parent who is a native speaker of a foreign 
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language. The second type is named by De Houwer (1995) as successive bilingualism or 
bilingual second language acquisition (BSLA), which refers to those bilinguals that are not 
cases of BFLA. McLaughlin (1984) defined introducing the second language after the child’s 
third year as a clear cutoff point because one language has been relatively well established in 
the child by that age.  
It is generally found that children would have fully developed their mother tongue by the 
age of five to six.  Dale (1976) reported that a free sample of five- and six-year-old speech is 
not significantly different from that of adults. By extension, bilingual acquisition challenges the 
language faculty because it exceeds its biological predispositions; therefore, it results in 
acquisition that differs significantly from that of monolinguals. Genesee (2001) argued that 
bilingual language acquisition also implicated certain costs such as delayed language 
development, linguistic confusion, and/or incomplete development of either language. It was 
wondered if her argument holds true when the children are five to six years. 
The bilingual children are their own ‘matched pair’ (De Houwer, 1995), permitting the 
effect of environmental differences to be observed within bilingual children group. Another 
aim of current study is to find whether the difference in the input of English, from parents, 
maids or schools will result different influence on the language development of the children. 
Previous studies proved differentiation and effects of Bilingualism 
A number of studies consistently proved that bilingual children could and do used their 
developing languages differentially and appropriately with familiar and unfamiliar 
interlocutors from the one word stage of development. Such children could clearly possess the 
requisite neuro-cognitive competencies that underlie differential representation and use of two 
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languages from the earliest stage of productive language use. (Genesee, 1989; De Houwer 
1990; Genesee, Nicoladis & Paradis, 1995). However, whether the two language systems in the 
bilinguals are developing autonomously or interdependently is still a controversial question 
nowadays. Autonomous was defined by Paradis and Genesee (1996) that the patterns of 
acquisition and linguistic representation match with those of monolinguals acquiring the same 
languages. Simply speaking, bilinguals are similar to monolinguals. Paradis and Genesee (1996) 
defined interdependent development as ‘the systemic influence of the grammar of one language 
on the grammar of the other language during acquisition, causing differences in bilinguals’ 
pattern or rates of development in comparison with a monolingual. 
The interdependence is presented in three different forms. The first form is delay in both 
languages. The second is acceleration in languages. The third form is syntactic transfer, 
meaning the systematic incorporation of a linguistic property from one language into the other. 
Deviant structure or pattern was found in transfer only but not in acceleration. It is possible that 
certain aspects might develop interdependently while the rest develops autonomously. For 
example, no interdependent development was found in Paradis and Genesee’s study on 2 to 
3-years old French-English bilingual children. However, the influence of interdependence was 
noted by Dopke (2000), Hulk & van der Linden (1996), Yip and Matthews (2000) in 
German-English bilingual children, German-French children and Cantonese-English child 
respectively. The first rationale of this study is to find whether there is any form of 
interdependent language development and differences in the form between both types of 
Cantonese-English bilingual children. 
There were many studies in comparing the language development of bilinguals with 
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English and other European language. For example, the study of Bennett-Kastor (2002) 
compared the English version and Irish version of a story told by four Irish-English bilinguals. 
Differences in the use of tenses in the two versions are illustrated but they could not be 
attributed to either linguistic or cultural effects.  Another similar study was concluded in the 
study of Paradis and Genesee (1996) in which two- to three-year old French-English bilinguals 
did not demonstrate interdependent development in their languages in comparison to 
monolingual controls. However, significant evidence of cross-language influence has been 
found in German-English bilingual children in the study of Dopke (2000) and in  
German-French children in the study of Muller (1998). Yip & Matthews (2000) believed that  
studies about children acquiring different language pairs are needed to be carried out in order 
to capture the linguistic diversity of bilingualism and achieve generalizability across bilingual 
children.  
Unlike English and other European languages, English and Cantonese are two 
typologically distant and genetically unrelated languages. There are very few studies related to 
the syntactic development of Cantonese-English bilingual children. Matthews & Yip (2000) 
has carried out a case study on the grammatical development of their bilingual child and 
unidirectional syntactic transfer from Cantonese to English. Overall, this Cantonese bilingual 
subject had significant influences in three core areas of English grammar including wh-in-situ 
interrogatives, null objects, and pronominal relative clauses. However, there was no report 
studying the aspectual and semantic development of a group of Cantonese-English bilingual 
preschool children and its comparison with monolingual preschool children. This study is 
therefore aimed at finding the possible difference in aspectual and semantic development of a 
              6  
                 
group of bilinguals and a group of monolinguals. 
Previous studies to support why verb is chosen in current study 
The study by Pearson, Fernandez, Lewedeg and Oller (1997) found that the bilinguals’ 
productive vocabulary inventory in each of their language at early ages was some fraction of 
the monolinguals.  When English-Spanish bilinguals receive greater exposure to Spanish, they 
tend to learn more Spanish words. Nevertheless, a “catch-up” point might come along later in 
development. Gentner (1982) stated that verbs may be expected to be more difficult than nouns 
conceptually, given their relational meanings that require the language user to take several 
people or objects into account at the same time. Similarly, Haegeman (1994) suggested that 
verbs play a central role in sentence structure. Both authors mentioned above support the 
statement of Thordardottir & Weismer (2001) that poor mastery of verbs would have the 
potential of having far-reaching consequences in language development. Verbs are needed in 
all 3-elements and 4-elements utterances (Crystal, 1992). Wrong use or omission of verbs 
could change the meaning of the utterances directly. For example, John has done something 
wrong in (1). If the child did not know the verb ‘steal’ and use the verb ‘take’ instead, it could 
show that the declarative (2) was unable to point out the wrong behavior of John. If the verb is 
omitted as in (3), the relation between John and the telephone is not ‘agent-action-object’. The 
relation has changed to ‘possessor-possession’. The comparison of semantic development is 
then focused on the use of verb and its diversity. Cantonese Romanization scheme of the 
Linguistic Society of Hong Kong is used in this paper. 
1) Joek3 hon6 tau1 go3 din6 waa6 
  約  翰  偷  個  電  話  
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 ‘John steals the telephone’ 
2) Joek3 hon6 lo2 go3 din6 waa6 
  約  翰  攞  個  電  話 
 ‘John takes the telephone’ 
3) Joek3 hon6 go3 din6 waa6 
  約  翰  個  電  話 
 ‘John’s telephone’ 
Contrasts between Cantonese and English 
A distinction of tense is presented in English. The notions of past, present and future are 
encoded grammatically by forms of the verb and it has an elaborate system of grammatical of 
aspect and modality. (Berman & Slobin, 1994). Unlike English, Cantonese grammar lacks such 
distinction of tense. However, according to Matthews and Yip (1994), there is a system of 
verbal aspect, distinguishing notions such as events, states and processes. Through the close 
relationship between these aspectual notions and time, the aspect markers contribute to the 
expression of time relations together with adverbs of time. There are six aspect markers, as 
Stokes & Fletcher (2003) explained, zo2咗 and gwo3過, gan2緊 and zyu6住, haa5吓, hoi1
開 draw attention to the fact that an event is recently completed, ongoing, that it is brief, or that 
it is habitual respectively. Aspect markers are in most cases grammatically optional, they may 
be omitted in the sentence but tense and aspect form in English is not. Matthew and Yip (1994) 
has suggested that the choice of aspect marker was determined partly by the context and partly 
by the speaker’s own choice of how to present the situation. For example: 
4) ngo5 cam4 maan5 tung4 ngo5 uk1 kei2 jan4 sik6 faan6 
  我  尋  晚  同  我  屋  企  人  食  飯 
 ‘I had dinner with my family last night’  
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This sentence is referring to the past, but aspect marker is not required in Cantonese whereas 
past tense must be used in English. Therefore, the second rationale of this study is to find if 
there is syntactic transfer between each language. It is hypothesized that bilingual children may 
overgeneralize the use of aspect markers in the Cantonese speech due to their English 
grammatical system. 
Stokes & Fletcher (2003) noted that most normally developing English-speaking children 
will have acquired all the tenses by the age of four and use them obligatorily. Owen (1996) 
explained that children aged 3;06 to 4;0 has developed a flexible system that enables them to 
describe events in the past, present or future from the perspective of all three times.  On the 
other hand, Leung (1995), cited in Stokes Fletcher (2003), found that a normally developing 
child acquired three aspect markers (zo2, zyu6 and gan2) at the age of three years and three 
months old. It is therefore believed that the monolingual children aged five to six have acquired 
all tenses in English or all aspect markers in Cantonese. Aspect markers cannot be used alone 
without a verb. If the verb has not developed well, it is highly possible that the aspect markers 
will not develop well or will not be used appropriately. It is still unknown that if the bilinguals 
aged 5 to 6 has acquired the aspect markers in the same manner and at the same rate as 
monolinguals. And it is wondered if the simultaneous acquisition of two languages systems in 
bilinguals alters or delay the course of development in Cantonese.  
Aspect markers is targeted but not other syntactic difference 
Aspect markers are targeted because it is one of the significant differences between 
English and Cantonese. Other differences such as use of verbal particles, for example,‘jyun4
完’ in ‘zou6做 jyun4完’ is not chosen because there is much higher variety in the production of 
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that grammatical elements if compared with aspect markers. According to Matthew & Yip 
(1994), there were 32 verbal particles. Even though significant difference in the use of 
post-verbal particle was found between bilinguals and monolinguals, the bilingualism could 
not be used to explain the difference. It is because English does not have such syntactic 
category of ‘post-verbal particles’. Moreover, there is no previous study about the normative 
data regarding the development of the verbal particles of Cantonese monolinguals. The age that 
the children has acquired all particles is unknown. If the subjects do not use all particles, it 
could not be concluded that whether it is because of developmental errors or bilingualism. 
Research Questions 
1) Is there any difference in the total i) type ii)token iii)type-token frequency of verbs 
production between bilinguals and monolinguals, and between simultaneous bilinguals and 
successive bilinguals? 
2) Do the bilinguals exhibit a more limited diversity of verbs than the monolingual controls? 
3) Do the bilinguals produce a higher frequency of semantic errors of verb use? 
4) Is there any difference in the ratio of the verb with aspect markers and total tokens of verbs 
between bilinguals and monolinguals, and between simultaneous bilinguals and successive 
bilinguals? 
5) Do the bilinguals overgeneralize the use of aspect markers in their production of Cantonese 
verbs and whether there is difference between two bilingual groups? 
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METHOD 
Participants 
The participants were divided into three groups. Questionnaires were distributed to the 
parents of the children for selecting and assigning the subjects into appropriate group. The 
questionnaire and background information of all subjects’ were attached in appendix A and B. 
The first group of subjects (A1) was 8 male and 8 female, totally 16 simultaneous bilingual 
children with a mean age of 5.42 years old (range:4;4-6;9). The inclusion criteria of this group 
is at least 1 English native speaker (maid is not included as she is not native English speaker) 
and 1 Cantonese native speaker living with the mixed-blood subject and/or the subject was 
born in an English speaking country while the parent are native Cantonese speakers. The 
racial/ethnic composition of this group was listed in appendix B. Four of them are studying in 
local bilingual kindergarten while the rest are studying in International kindergarten or school. 
The second group (A2) was 11 male and 9 female, totally 20 successive bilingual children 
with a mean age of 5.46 (range: 5;0-6;4). They all are studying in International Kindergarten or 
School and both of their parents use Cantonese and English to communicate with them.  
The third group (B) was 13 male and 14 female, totally 27 Cantonese monolingual children 
with a mean age of 5.54 years. The children neither use English at home nor attend any English 
play group lesson taught by native English speaker.  
Maternal education, used as an index of socio-economic status (SES), was university level 
for both bilingual groups and secondary school level for the monolingual group. According to 
Hoff (2003), maternal education appeared to be the component of SES most strongly related to 
parenting measures. All subjects had normal physical, motor, cognitive and emotional 
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development based on school records and none of the subjects exhibited significant 
phonological deficits or processes that affected the overall speech intelligibility. 
Materials 
Silent video narration and sentence repetition were employed. As suggested by Stokes & 
Fletcher (2003), video task allowed us to control semantic (pragmatic) content for all children 
and, along with the conversation task, provided information on children’s provision of aspect 
markers in relatively naturalistic conditions. Besides, if the structure of the stimulus in the 
repetition task, or features of it, were not within the child’s current competence, the response 
then differs from the stimulus in ways that reflect the child’s grammatical abilities. Three video 
stories were chosen from a teaching material developed by the Speech Therapy Service Group 
of EMB. One shortest story was used as a training item. The target stories lasted for 105 and 71 
seconds respectively. The videos were piloted prior to data collection in order to determine 
which could elicit the largest amount of verbs. Two Cantonese adult speakers and ten 5- to 6- 
years monolinguals participated in the pilot test. A note-book computer was used for 
broadcasting. Colored line-drawings illustrating the events that were verbally described 
accompanied the stimuli in sentence repetition task and one of them was used as training item. 
Procedure 
The subjects were interviewed individually in a quiet room. A five-minute conversation in 
Cantonese was included in the beginning to screen the receptive, expressive language ability 
and phonological skills. All wh-questions were about their daily life. After that, they were 
invited to watch the video silently for once and then asked to describe the narration in 
Cantonese during it was replayed. The same procedure was implemented in telling the second 
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story. The child was facing to the computer while the researcher was unable to watch the screen, 
indicating that she expected the child to tell what he/she could watch. The researcher did not 
intervene at all except to read aloud three difficult written words (syun1bou3宣佈‘announce’, 
sing4sat6誠實‘honest’, jung5 jyu1 jing6 co3勇於認錯‘be brave to admit mistake’) which 
were shown in the 105s story, and to give signs of encouragement, like ‘mhm’, ‘good’. 
For the bilingual subjects, the researcher changed to speak in English immediately after they 
have finished the second Cantonese story. Same procedure as mentioned above was followed. 
Half of the subjects were asked to tell the 105s story first; another half were reversed. It aimed 
at balancing the order effect. All were asked to tell the story in Cantonese and then in English 
because the analysis is focused on the Cantonese. Telling English story first might cause 
practice effect. The English story is used to make sure they are bilinguals. 
Data Analysis 
All the language samples were tape-recorded and transcribed orthographically. Number 
of verbs and aspect markers were counted from all samples. The measuring method was 
partially referred that used in Thordardottir & Weismer (2001)’s study of verb diversity 
between normal developing (ND) and specific language impaired (SLI) children. 
All stative verbs such as ‘lam2’唸, ‘gei3dak1’記得, action verbs such as ‘jam2’飲, ‘sik6’
食 and phrasal verbs ‘lok6’落, ‘ceot1’出 were counted. Copula verbs ‘jau5’有, ‘hai2’係 and 
auxiliary verbs ‘wui5’會, ‘hai6’係 were not included as all subjects produced those verbs. 
Thordardottir & Weismer (2001) also referred to other previous studies that copula are viewed 
as non-content verbs. The verbs ‘lai4’嚟, ‘bei2’俾, ‘gwo3lai4’過唻, ‘heoi3’去, ‘jiu3’要 were 
excluded when they were auxiliary verbs but included when they were main verbs. 
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Verb diversity was measured by counting the total number of different verb type (NDVT), 
total number of verb tokens (NVT), and total verb type/ verb token frequency (vTTR). Three 
types of measure was reported here because Watkins, & Rice & Moltz (1993), cited in 
Thordardottir & Weismer (2001), revealed that number of total words (NW) and number of 
different words (NDW) were more informative than type-token ratio (TTR). The normal-range 
TTR masked the fact that SLI children used both fewer verbs and fewer different verbs than the 
ND controls.  
In Thordardottir & Weismer (2001)’s study, the total number of tokens was limited in 
order to avoid the influence of sample size on token counts inherent when samples are equated 
based on a standard number of utterances. The methodology of sample collection in their study 
was different to present study because their subjects were invited to produce spontaneous 
sample without special limit on the content. The current study could compare if there is any 
difference between different subjects in describing the same screen. The samples can reflect 
their use of verbs and diversity. 
In current study, the verb lists of each subject were pooled and the average frequency of 
individual verb use was counted for each group of children, as shown in Appendix C. In order 
to reflect the verb diversity of each group, Table 3 in appendix C illustrates the verbs which 
have been produced by more than 50% and less than 50% of subjects. Appendix D reflects if 
the subjects use other verbs with similar meaning to describe the same actions. For example, 
talking between two people could be described as gong2講, waa6話, giu3叫, man6問 or 
ngaai3嗌. It showed that if the groups used more different verbs to describe the actions.  
The second part of the analysis was the ratio of verbs with aspect marker to NVT and the 
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repetition task. One score was given for each repeated aspect marker. If the subject repeated the 
sentence with the use of another aspect marker, for example, repeated (5) as (6), or 
demonstrated aspect marker deletion shown as (7), no score will be given. 
5) R: Keoi5 dei6 hai2 dou6 sik6 gan2 min6 baau1 tung4 sai1 gwaa1 
   佢  哋  喺  度  食  緊  麵  包  同  西  瓜 
  ‘They are eating bread and water-melon.’ 
6) S13: Keoi5 dei6 sik6 zo2 min6 baau1 tung4  sai1 gwaa1 
   佢  哋  食  咗  麵  包  同  西  瓜 
  ‘They ate bread and water-melon.’ 
7) S10: Keoi5 dei6 hai2 dou6 sik6 min6 baau1 tung4  sai1 gwaa1 
   佢  哋  喺  度  食  麵  包  同  西  瓜 
  ‘They eat bread and water-melon.’ 
Interrater reliability 
In part of the study, two adults were asked to verify the accuracy of the orthographic 
transcription of nine randomly selected video-taped story samples, three samples from each 
group. The inter-rater agreement has achieved 96.8% accuracy. The total verb types, verb 
tokens and type-token frequency were counted. They were asked to count nine randomly 
selected samples to ensure the reliability. The inter-rater reliability has achieved 94.5%. 
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RESULTS 
Verb diversity (Quantitative analysis) 
The total number of different verb type (NDVT) and total number of verb tokens (NVT) 
are presented in Table 1. Group differences between two bilingual groups and bilinguals versus 
monolingual were evaluated by independent-samples T-tests. Equal variances between groups 
are not assumed. The result revealed that successive bilinguals (A2) produced significantly 
more different type of verbs than simultaneous bilinguals (A1), t(20.51)= 3.328 , p<0.01. The 
A2 group had a mean of 24.63 types of verbs compared with 16.00 types of verbs in A1 group. 
A2 group produced significantly more number of verb tokens than A1 group as well, t(25.74)= 
3.297 ,p<0.01. No significant group differences were found in NDVT and NVT between all 
bilinguals and monolinguals. However, B group produced significantly more types and tokens 
of verbs than A1 group (type: t(19.62)=2.028 ,p<0.05; token: t(23.46)=1.923, p<0.05) while 
significantly less types and tokens of verbs than A2 group (type: t(36)= 2.494 ,p<0.05; token: 
t(34)=2.109, p<0.05). On the other hand, A1 showed significantly higher total verb type/verb 
token frequency than A2 group, t(25)= 2.292 ,p<0.05. However, no significant group 
differences were found in vTTR between all bilinguals and monolinguals. 
 
Table 1. Summary of verb production  
  
A1 (Simultaneous 
bilinguals) 
A2 (Successive 
bilinguals) 
A (Bilinguals) B (Monolinguals) 
NDVT  
Mean 16.00  24.63  20.31  21.17  
SD 9.50 4.1 8.4 5.0 
NVT 
Mean 26.00  43.69  34.84  35.77  
SD 18.00 11.69 17.42 12.92 
vTTR 
Mean 0.69  0.58  0.64  0.62  
SD 0.16 0.09 0.14 0.11 
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The average frequency of the individual verb in each group and the verbs which have 
been used by 50% of the subjects in each group are shown in Appendix C. A1, A2 and B 
groups have produced 54, 60 and 85 types of verbs in total respectively. More than or equal to 
(≥)50% of A1 group subjects have produced 9 verbs in those 54 verbs, A2 group subjects have 
produced 19 verbs in those 60 verbs whereas B group have produced 14 verbs in those 85 
verbs.  
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Figure 1c. vTTR by subject groups 
Figure 1a NDVT by subject groups Figure 1b NVT by subject groups 
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Use of specific verbs to describe the actions (Quantitative analysis) 
The verbs 'sik6’食 eat, ‘waa6’話 say , ‘gong2’講 speak, ‘tek3’踢 kick, ‘lo2’攞 take, ‘tai2’
睇 look at and ‘tiu3’跳 skip were used by ≥50% of all three groups of subjects. One verb ‘co5’
坐 sit was produced by ≥50% of A1 subjects but this was not found in ≥50% of both A2 and B 
groups. Apart from the seven verbs mentioned, 12 verbs ‘waan4’玩 play, ‘gin3’見 see, ‘lau4’留
leave, ‘teng1’聽 listen, ‘aak1(sau2)’握(手)shake (hand), ‘faan1’返 go back, ‘bei2’俾 give, 
‘man6’問 ask, ‘heoi3’去 go to, ‘jam2’飲 drink, ‘lok6’落 go down, ‘haang4’行 walk were 
produced in A2 group and 6 of these 12 verbs plus ‘coet1’出 come out were produced in B 
group. Those frequently used verbs were not used by ≥50% of A1 subjects. It could show that 
≥50% of A2 and B group subjects are able to describe more actions with specific verbs. For 
example, when the screen displayed that the children were going downstairs, ≥50% of A1 
subjects described as haang4 lau4 tai1行樓梯 while ≥50% of A2 subjects and B subjects 
described as lok6 lau4 tai1落樓梯. For the same action walking, A2 and B subjects used more 
different verbs to describe including faan1返, heoi3去, coet1出. Another example is the use of 
lo2攞 and bei2俾. ≥50% of A2 and B groups were able to use both verbs to indicate the 
agents and receivers of some objects.  
Ratio of the verb with aspect markers and total tokens of verbs  
The total number of verbs with aspect markers produced by each subject was counted and 
divided by the NVT. Inferential t-test was used. No significant differences were found between 
A1 and A2 groups (t(23)= 0.493 ,p>0.05) and, between bilinguals and monolinguals, t(59)= 
0.27 ,p>0.05). Both groups of bilinguals do not produce significantly more aspect markers in 
their verbs when compared with monolinguals.  
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Sentences repetition tasks 
The highest possible score in the repetition task was 20. No significant group difference 
was found between the scores of monolinguals and bilinguals, as well as between two bilingual 
groups. 
Analysis of individual subjects (Qualitative analysis) 
There is no overgeneralization of the use of aspect markers in the Cantonese of all 
Cantonese-English bilinguals from the result mentioned before. No overgeneralization of 
aspect markers was found in successive bilinguals. However, overgeneralization of the use of 
aspect markers ‘gan2’ and ‘zo2’ was found in two simultaneous bilingual subjects S7 and S9.  
In S7 and S9’s production of the 71s story, the video showed that a family was walking toward 
a table in a restaurant and S7 described the situation by (8). No monolingual children added 
aspect marker for this screen. The general production of the monolinguals was (9).  
8)  S7: ngo5 gin3 dou2 keoi5 dei6 lai4 gan2 
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Figure 2 Ratio of verbs with aspect markers 
to total numb r of verb tokens 
Figure 3 Scores in sentence repetition tasks 
by subject groups (Highest score: 20) 
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   我  見  到  佢  哋  唻  緊 
  ‘I see that they are coming.’ 
9)  B: ngo5 gin3 dou2 Daddy tung4 Mummy tung4… lai4 (zau2 lau4) jam2 caa4 
  我  見  到  爹哋   同   媽咪 同… 唻  (酒  樓)  飲  茶 
 ‘I see that Daddy and Mummy and … go to (restaurant) drink tea.’ 
The screen showed that a waiter came and put down a teapot onto the table. S9 described 
this as (10). She used the verb wrongly because the action was putting down but not taking. 
Aspect marker was used inappropriately as well.  
10)  S9: Gan1 zyu6  go2  go3 jan4 dei6  lo2 gan2  zi1 pot laa3 
  跟  住  嗰  個  人  哋  攞  緊  支 pot  啦 
 ‘Then that person is taking a teapot.’ 
While the screen showed that the boy found that the uncle of the next table has left his 
telephone on the table, S7 described as (11). All monolinguals did not use aspect marker ‘gan2’ 
in here but verb-final particle ‘dou2’ or aspect marker ‘zyu6’ was used in (12) and (13).  
11)  S7: Keoi5 mong6 gan2 keoi5 din6 waa6 
   佢  望  緊  佢  電  話 
 ‘He is looking at his telephone’ 
12)  B:  Go1  go1 gin3 dou2  go3 suk1 suk1 lau4 dai1  zo2  go3 din6 waa6 
  哥  哥  見  到  個  叔  叔  留  低  咗  個  電 話 
 ‘Brother sees that the uncle left the telephone’ 
13)  B: Go1 go1 mong6 zyu6  go2  go3 din6 waa6 
  哥  哥  望  住  嗰  個  電  話 
 ‘Brother is looking at that telephone’ 
 
The most obvious example of overgeneralization was the sentence (14). The screen 
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showed that the uncle who left the phone walked away after the boy told him the waiter had 
taken his phone. No screen showed that the uncle was searching the phone. 
14)  S7:  Gan1 zyu6 keoi5 wan2 gan2  go3 din6 waa6 hai2 bin1 dou6 
  跟  住  佢  搵  緊  個  電  話  喺  邊  度 
  ‘Then he is finding where the telephone is’ 
In the 105s story, there were four sequenced screens which showed that different children 
were doing different actions. Overgeneralization of aspect markers and omission of objects 
were found in S7’s and S9’s sentences. 
15)  S7: Gan1 zyu6 keoi5 dei6 tai2 gan2 jat1 go3 jan4 hai2 dou6 tiu3 gan2 
 跟  住  佢  哋  睇  緊， 一  個  人  喺  度  跳 緊 
 ‘Then they are watching, one person is skipping’ 
16)  S7:  Gan1 zyu6 keoi5 man6 gan2 bin1 go3 zing2 laan6 gam2 joeng6 
 跟  住  佢  問  緊  邊  個  整  爛  咁  樣 
 ‘Then she is asking who broke like that’ 
17)  S9: Gan1 zyu6 naam4 zai2 co5 dai1 tung4 maai4 jat1 go3 naam4 zai2sik6 gan2 
   跟  住…  男  仔  坐  低  同  埋  一 個 男  仔 食  緊 
‘Then... one boy sits down and one boy is eating’ 
18)  S9: Dai6  ji6 go3 naam4 zai2 sik6 gan2 tung4 maai4 jam2 gan2 
 第  二  個  男  仔  食  緊  同  埋  飲  緊 
 ‘Another boy is eating and drinking’ 
19)  S9: Tung4 maai4 saam1 go3 neoi5 zai2 jat1 tiu3 gan2 
 同  埋  三  個  女  仔  一…  跳  緊 
 ‘And three girls... are skipping’ 
Another screen showed that a ball has been kicked towards and crashed some plants. S9 
described as in (20). The word ‘baang4’ could act as an interjection, verb or noun in English 
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while this word was onomatopoeia in Cantonese. One monolingual used this word as in (21).  
20)  S9: Gan1 zyu6 baang4 zo2  jat1  go3 sai3 syu6 
  跟  住  嘭  咗  一  個  細  樹 
 ‘Then (it) banged a small tree’ 
21)  B:  Baang4 jat1 seng1 daa2 laan6 zo2 go3 faa1 pun4 tung4 maai4  di1 fa1 
  嘭  一  聲  打  爛  咗  個  花  盤  同  埋  啲  花 
 ‘Bang! Broke the pot and flowers.’ 
The last screen showed that three boys were standing in front of the teacher and that 
teacher asked them to be more careful when they played football next time. S9 described this 
as in (25). Wrong use of aspect marker ‘zo2’ was found.  
22)  S9: Gan1 zyu6 keoi5 waa6 keoi5 dei6 saam1 go3 naam4 zai2 hoi1 sam1 zo2 
  跟  住  佢  話  佢  哋  三  個  男   仔  開  心  咗 
  ‘Then she said those three boys were happy’ 
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DISCUSSION 
There was no significant between groups difference in the total number of type, token and 
type-token frequency of verbs production between all Cantonese-English bilingual and 
Cantonese monolingual children in this study. It was explained by the significant within-group 
difference in the bilingual group, simultaneous and successive bilinguals. Simultaneous 
bilinguals produced significantly less total number of verb types and verb tokens than the 
monolinguals. However, successive bilinguals produced significantly more total number of 
verb types than monolinguals. Similarly, successive bilinguals produced significantly more 
total number of verb types and tokens than simultaneous bilinguals. The result seemed to be 
contradicted the result of total verb type-token ratio. It could show that the simultaneous 
bilingual produced shorter language samples and they did not tell the story in detail. 
Thordardottir & Weismer (2001) has clarified that the type-token ratio varies with sample size 
because words tend to be repeated more often in longer samples. The stories of simultaneous 
bilinguals were less colourful and clear than the successive bilinguals. The simultaneous 
bilingual education has affected the Cantonese development of the bilinguals not only at 
semantic level, but also at discourse level.  
Verb diversity between successive bilinguals and monolinguals 
It was found that the successive bilinguals exhibit with higher diversity of verbs than the 
monolingual controls. It contradicted with the argument of Genesee (2001) that there was a 
limit of mental faculty to acquire language. One explanation is 62.5% (10/16) of the parent (at 
least one) of the successive bilinguals has tertiary education level and higher social economic 
status (SES). 16.7% (5/30) of the parents of the monolingual controls have such education 
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level. According to Hoff (2003), the high-SES children grew more than the mid-SES children 
in the size of their productive vocabularies. Properties of maternal speech that differed as a 
function of SES fully accounted for this difference. The imbalance in the social economic 
background in the monolingual subject group is one of the limitations in current study.  
Simultaneous bilinguals produced a higher frequency of semantic errors of verb use if 
compared with successive bilinguals and monolinguals. Semantic errors were also found in 
producing other types of words including the classifier (e.g. jat1 zek3 bui1 seoi2一隻杯水). It 
was partially consistent with the argument of Genesee (2001) that bilingual acquisition exceeds 
language faculty’s biological predispositions. The bilinguals knew certain vocabulary in either 
one language but not in another. For instances, shaking hands has been acquired but ‘aak1 
sau2’握手 was not, the subject used another words to substitute. Therefore, it results in 
acquisition that differs significantly from that of monolinguals.  
Evidence of syntactic transfer 
Significant between-group difference in the ratio of the verb with aspect markers and 
total tokens of verbs was not found between bilingual and monolingual children, and between 
simultaneous and successive bilingual children. Syntactic transfer from English to Cantonese 
was therefore not obviously shown from this area. It is similar to the finding of Yip & Metthew 
(2001) which mentioned there was very little in the development of their subject’s Cantonese 
that they could attribute to the influence of English. Individual difference within the 
simultaneous bilingual group accounted for this as well. Parents of some subjects were not 
employing the one-parent-one-language principle according to the questionnaire. The quantity 
of input must not be able to be balanced for each subject and equalized within the each group.  
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However, syntactic transfer from English to Cantonese in this area was not impossible. 
Two simultaneous bilingual children over-generalized the use of aspect markers. Not all 
simultaneous bilingual subjects demonstrated transfer from English to Cantonese. White & 
Genesee, (1996), as reported by Genesee (2001), explained that it is because transfer is 
temporary. Bilinguals can acquire the same grammatical competence in each of their languages 
as monolinguals in the long run. Some simultaneous bilinguals have acquired the correct use of 
aspect markers and therefore did not demonstrate overgeneralization. Another explanation was 
some subjects’ Cantonese are delayed and the ability to use the aspect markers was not stable.  
None of the successive bilingual subjects demonstrated such syntactic transfer from 
English to Cantonese. Compared with Yip & Matthew’s study, their simultaneous bilingual 
subject showed very little transfer from English to Cantonese while it did not mean there was 
not. It showed that whether or not individual children exposed to two languages at birth is 
largely a matter of circumstance rather than of inherent limitations in the language faculty’s 
ability to handle two languages at the same time.  
Other observation 
Apart from the findings mentioned above, differences between two groups of 
bilingualism were also shown in three areas as well. There is significant influence of Cantonese 
in the English of the successive bilinguals.  
First, there is no agreement between the number of subjects and the verb in Cantonese. 
Apart from obligatory system of tense and aspects, agreement between number of subject and 
verb is also compulsory in English grammatical system. For examples, ‘he swims’, ‘they 
swim’, ‘they are running’ but not ‘they is running’ or ‘they running’. According to Berman & 
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Slobin, agreement errors are age-appropriate errors in 3-years old English monolingual child. 
Nevertheless, such kinds of error were significant in 5-years old successive bilinguals’ English. 
This was similar to the result of Matthews & Yip (2000), there was unidirectional syntactic 
transfer from Cantonese to English in all A2 subjects, who are Cantonese dominant. 
Second, Cantonese pronoun keoi5 佢 indicates he, she, him, her in English. Same 
pronoun is used for female and male, for agent and receivers in Cantonese but a distinction 
exists in English system. Due to syntactic transfer from Cantonese to English, wrong use of 
pronouns was found in 31% (5/16) of the successive bilinguals. S18 and S25 used ‘her’ for all 
subjects while S28, S30 and S32 used ‘she’ to describe a boy or a lot of people.  
Third, limited vocabulary size of bilinguals was shown in the character introduction of 
the stories. Two t-tests were conducted to compare the use of total number of pronouns and use 
of specific nouns in the character introduction.  Bilinguals use significantly more pronouns 
(e.g. keoi5 佢) and noun phrase (e.g. go2 go3 jan4 嗰個人) as in (26) to introduce the 
characters while monolinguals used specific name to introduce the characters as in (27). 
Bilinguals demonstrated mechanical use of 佢.  
(26) S7: keoi5 tung4 keoi5 aak1 sau2 sau2 
   佢  同  佢  握  手  手 
  ‘He/She shakes hands with him/her.’ 
(27) S32: go3 lou3 bak5 bak5 zau6 tung4  lei1  go3  go1  go1 aak1 sau2 
   個  老  伯  伯  就  同  呢  個  哥  哥  握  手 
  ‘The old man shakes hands with this boy.’ 
One more interesting observation is that code-mixing was found in two simultaneous 
bilingual and one successive bilingual subject only. One of the simultaneous bilinguals aged 4; 
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09 demonstrated more code-mixing than another one aged 5; 08. It supported the argument of 
Redlinger & Park (1980) and Vihman (1982), bilingual children tend to mix less as they get 
older as they acquire a more complete stock of words and expressions in both languages, 
bilingual children need to borrow less.  
Possible reasons of syntactic transfer 
The result and observation showed that there is difference between the simultaneous and 
sequential bilinguals. It is due to the directionality of syntactic transfer. All successive 
bilinguals showed transfer from Cantonese grammar to English whereas some of the 
simultaneous bilinguals showed transfer from English to Cantonese. Possible result is proposed 
to indicate that different language acquisition environment will significantly affect certain 
aspects of each language. 
According to Yip & Metthew, (2000), dominance of language appeared to be the major 
factor determining the directionality of transfer, and input ambiguity might also be a factor. The 
result and observation in current study support their conclusion as based on the background 
information about the language input to the subjects. The language of this community is 
Cantonese. It is therefore logical that successive bilinguals are Cantonese dominant. Some of 
the simultaneous bilingual subjects are English dominant because they were exposed to 
English more than others, especially from the parents. 
Clinical Implication 
From this current study, we could know that the optimum time to start teaching the 
children English is after the children have developed the first language (Cantonese) well and 
able to use utterances to express. This would not cause language delay in the first language or 
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confusion between the first and second language. Some caregiver may think that starting 
bilingual education as early as possible would facilitate the English learning of their children. 
Based on the result and observation of the difference between simultaneous and successive 
bilingualism, the caregivers could be advised that starting the education too early would affect 
the semantic development of the child. For example, the vocabulary size is comparatively 
smaller and semantic errors appear more than successive bilinguals. Besides, the children could 
also able to speak in both languages at discourse level even the bilingual education was started 
after entering pre-school. It also provided rationale for recommending the maid to learn 
Chinese words if they were the primary caregiver of the children. Same as mentioned by 
Genesee (2001), one important and clinical reason is to better promote full normal 
development and treat pathological development. 
Limitation of present studies and future studies 
Pre-school children aged five years old were focused in this study. It turned out that this 
age range may not be the most sensitive reason to find the difference between bilinguals and 
monolinguals. Matthew and Yip (2000) found difference between a simultaneous bilingual boy 
and English monolingual child in his age range 2;01 to 3;08. Further study on the age effect is 
therefore recommended to find whether there is any more significant difference between 
bilinguals and monolinguals in other age range. 
Likewise, inclusion of English monolingual subject group is also recommended to 
compare the English of the bilinguals. The author was able to recruit three English 
monolingual children only to compare the difference. Then, it could further study if similar 
syntactic transfer proved by Yip & Matthew (2000) will be found in both bilingual types. It 
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would also give more information about the direction of syntactic transfer to see if there is any 
delayed language development. There was a case study on the syntactic transfer shown in use 
of wh-interrogatives and relative clauses but independent group research has not been studied. 
More study on the use of wh-interrogatives and relative clauses in group of simultaneous 
bilingual is strongly recommended. 
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APPENDIX A 
Questionnaire 
 
Child’s name: ________________Date of Birth: ________________Gender: M/F 
Age: ______________ Class: AM/ PM  _____    Class Number: _______ 
Please tick ‘’ the suitable blank 
 
1. Is there any native English-speaking family member (maid is included) who is living with 
the child? 
Yes (Please go to No.2)   No (Please go to No. 10) 
2. That English-speaking family member who is living with the child is the child’s: 
Father  Mother  Grandfather  Grandmother   
Maid (Please go to No. 7) 
3. Where does that family member come from or where was he/she born? 
Britain (UK)  United States of America(USA)  Australia  Singapore  
Others:__________ 
4. Does that family member use English mainly to communicate with the child? 
Yes   No 
5. Does that family member know Cantonese? 
Yes   No 
6. Does that family member use Cantonese when communicating with the child? 
Yes   No 
7. Where does the child’s maid come from? 
Philippines  Singapore  Thai  Nepal  Others: ___________ 
8. Does the child’s maid use English as the first language? 
Yes   No 
9. Except from English, does the child’s maid use other language to communicate with the 
child? 
Yes   No 
10. Is there any native English-speaking family member who is not living with the child? 
Yes (Please go to No.11)   No (Please go to No. 13) 
11. That English-speaking family member who is not living with the child is the child’s 
Grandfather  Grandmother 
12. Where does that family member come from or where was he/she born? 
Britain (UK)  United States of America(USA)  Australia  Singapore  
Others:__________ 
13. Is the child the first child in the family? 
Yes   No 
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14. Was the child born in Hong Kong? 
Yes (Please go to No. 17)   No (Please go to No.15) 
15. Where was the child born? 
Britain (UK)  United States of America(USA)  Australia  Singapore  
Others:_______ 
16. When did the child come to and live in Hong Kong? 
Year: 19_____   ________years ______ months old 
17. What is the career of the child’s father: 
________________________________________________________ 
18. The educational background of the child’s father is: 
Primary school Secondary school University  
19. What is the career of the child’s mother: 
Housewife   Others: _____________________________________ 
20. The educational background of the child’s mother is: 
Primary school Secondary school University 
21. Which language does the child’s father use mainly to communicate with the child? 
Cantonese   English   Both Cantonese and English 
22. Which language does the child’s mother use mainly to communicate with the child? 
Cantonese   English   Both Cantonese and English 
23. How long do the parents use English to communicate with the child everyday? 
1 hour or below  1 to 3 hours  3 to 5 hours  5 to 7 hours  
7 hours or above 
24. Does the child attend any English play group lesson which is taught by native English 
speaker outside the kindergarten? 
Yes   No 
25. Which television channel does the child usually watch at home? 
Cantonese (e.g. TVB)   English (e.g. TVB Pearl) 
26. Which kind of book does the child usually read at home? 
Chinese   English 
27. Has the child lived in foreign country for 3 months or above before? 
Yes   No 
28. Where has the child lived before? 
Britain (UK)  United States of America(USA)  Australia  Singapore  
Others:__________ 
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APPENDIX B 
Table 2. Subject information including family and language background 
 
Subject 
ID Group Sex Age 
Native English 
speaker at home 
First 
child 
Birth 
Place 
Lived in 
foreign 
country 
Educational 
level of parents 
1- Primary 
2-Secondary 
3-University 
Daily hours of 
communication 
in English 
Father Mother 
S1 A1 F 5.00 British Father Yes HK No 3 3 >7 
S2 A1 M 4.33 British Father Yes HK No 3 3 1 
S3 A1 F 5.08 n/a No USA USA 2 2 1 
S4 A1 M 5.83 Maid Yes Australia Australia 3 3 1 
S5 A1 M 5.92 American Father Yes HK USA 3 3 1~3 
S6 A1 M 5.50 Malaysian Mother No HK No 3 3 >7 
S7 A1 F 5.67 American Parent Yes USA USA 3 3 >7 
S8 A1 F 6.75 Maid No USA USA 3 3 1 
S9 A1 M 5.42 British Father Yes HK No 3 3 1~3 
S10 A1 M 5.42 British Father Yes UK UK 3 2 >7 
S11 A1 F 4.33 British Father No UK UK 3 2 >7 
S12 A1 F 5.58 Maid No USA USA 3 3 1 
S13 A1 M 5.00 American Father Yes HK No 3 3 5-7 
S14 A1 F 6.00 n/a Yes Canada No 3 3 1 
S15 A1 M 4.75 Canadian Father Yes Canada Canada 3 3 >7 
S16 A1 F 5.08 Sweden Father No HK No 3 2 1~3 
S17 A2 F 5.67 n/a Yes HK No 2 2 0-1 
S18 A2 F 5.00 n/a Yes HK No 3 3 1 
S19 A2 M 5.00 Maid Yes HK No 3 3 1 
S20 A2 F 5.33 n/a No HK No 2 2 1 
S21 A2 M 5.33 n/a No HK No 2 3 1 
S22 A2 M 5.50 n/a Yes HK No 2 2 1 
S23 A2 F 6.33 n/a Yes HK No 3 3 1 
S24 A2 M 5.08 Maid Yes HK No 2 2 0-1 
S25 A2 F 5.75 Maid Yes HK No 3 2 0-1 
S26 A2 F 5.08 n/a Yes HK No 3 2 0-1 
S27 A2 M 5.92 Maid Yes HK No 3 3 1~3 
S28 A2 F 5.17 Maid Yes HK No 3 3 0-1 
S29 A2 M 5.67 n/a Yes HK No 2 2 0-1 
S30 A2 F 5.75 Maid No HK No 3 3 0-1 
S31 A2 M 5.75 Maid Yes HK No 3 2 1 
S32 A2 M 5.75 Maid No HK No 2 2 0-1 
              34  
                 
Subject 
ID Group Sex Age 
Native English 
speaker at home 
First 
child 
Birth 
Place 
Lived in 
foreign 
country 
Educational 
level of parents 
1- Primary 
2-Secondary 
3-University 
Daily hours of 
communication 
in English 
Father Mother 
S33 B F 5.08 n/a No HK No 2 2 0 
S34 B F 5.08 n/a No HK No 2 2 0 
S35 B M 5.08 n/a No HK No 3 3 1 
S36 B M 5.08 n/a Yes HK No 2 2 0 
S37 B F 5.83 n/a No HK No 2 1 0-1 
S38 B F 5.92 n/a No HK No 2 2 0 
S39 B M 5.25 Maid No HK No 2 2 0-1 
S40 B F 5.33 n/a Yes HK No 2 2 0 
S41 B M 5.42 n/a No HK No 2 2 0 
S42 B F 5.50 Maid No HK No 1 2 0-1 
S43 B F 5.50 n/a No HK No 2 2 0-1 
S44 B F 5.67 n/a No HK No 2 2 0-1 
S45 B M 5.67 Maid No HK No 2 2 0-1 
S46 B F 5.75 n/a No HK No 1 1 0 
S47 B F 5.75 n/a Yes China No 2 2 0 
S48 B M 5.75 n/a No HK No 1 2 0 
S49 B F 6.00 n/a No HK No 2 2 0 
S50 B M 6.92 n/a No China No 2 1 0 
S51 B F 5.33 n/a Yes China No 2 2 0 
S52 B M 5.83 n/a Yes China China, 1.5yr) 2 2 0-1 
S53 B M 6.00 n/a Yes HK No 2 2 0 
S54 B F 5.08 n/a No HK No 3 2 0-1 
S55 B M 5.08 n/a Yes China No 3 3 0-1 
S56 B F 5.17 n/a No HK No 1 2 0-1 
S57 B M 5.25 n/a No Macau No 2 2 0-1 
S58 B M 5.58 n/a Yes HK No 3 2 0-1 
S59 B M 5.75 n/a Yes HK No 3 3 0-1 
S60 B M 5.92 n/a Yes HK No 2 2 0 
S61 B F 5.08 n/a Yes HK No 2 2 0 
S62 B F 4.50 n/a Yes HK No 2 2 0 
 
Grouping index: 
 A1 - Simultaneous bilinguals 
 A2 - Successive bilinguals 
 B - Monolinguals 
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Table 3. Verbs produced and average frequency of three subject groups 
 
A1 (Simultaneous bilinguals) 
 
A2 (Successive bilinguals) 
 
B (Monolinguals) 
Verbs (Total: 54) 
Average 
frequency 
Verbs (Total: 60) 
Average 
frequency 
Verbs (Total: 85) 
Average 
frequency 
食* eat 2.56  話* say 5.56  話* say 3.14 
話* say 2.25  食* eat 3.94  踢* kick 2.90 
講* speak 2.19  攞* take 3.44  食* eat 2.30 
踢* kick 1.63  踢* kick 2.38  講* speak 1.90 
攞* take 1.44  講* speak 2.31  攞* take 1.63 
睇* Look at 1.44  玩 play 1.75  睇* Look at 1.43 
見 See 0.94  見 see 1.63  玩 Play 1.41 
跳* Skip 0.94  睇* Look at 1.56  落 Go down 1.17 
行 Walk 0.88  留 Leave 1.38  見 See 1.13 
留 Leave 0.75  聽 Listen 1.38  跳* skip 1.07 
落 Go down 0.63  行 Walk 1.13  俾 give 0.87 
坐 sit 0.63  返 Go back 1.13  打 Hit 0.86 
整 make 0.56  跳* skip 1.06  去 Go to 0.82 
搵 Look for 0.56  整 make 1.06  飲 drink 0.80 
聽 Listen 0.50  俾 give 1.00  留 leave 0.79 
問 Ask 0.50  問 Ask 1.00  出 Come out 0.78 
記得 remember 0.50  去 Go to 0.94  知 Know 0.69 
叫 Ask 0.50  飲 drink 0.88  握(手) shake(hands) 0.67 
走 Go away 0.44  落 Go down 0.75  坐 Sit 0.64 
嚟 come 0.44  搵 Look for 0.75  行 Walk 0.57 
返 Go back 0.38  記得 remember 0.75  認(錯) Admit 0.56 
去 Go to 0.38  打 Hit 0.69  問 Ask 0.52 
認(錯) admit 0.38  走 Go away 0.63  搵 Look for 0.50 
握(手) shake(hands) 0.33  握(手) shake(hands) 0.50  叫 Ask 0.44 
玩 play 0.31  坐 Sit 0.50  排(隊) Lineup 0.39 
飲 drink 0.31  出 Come out 0.44  宣佈 announce 0.37 
知 know 0.31  撞 crash 0.38  聽 Listen 0.36 
嗌 order(food) 0.31  擺 put 0.38  拎 Carry 0.36 
出 Come out 0.25  叫 ask 0.31  整 Make 0.34 
擺 Put 0.25  知 know 0.25  嚟 Come 0.34 
排(隊) Lineup 0.25  宣佈 announce 0.25  走 Go away 0.33 
望 Look at 0.19  做 make 0.25  撞 crash 0.32 
響 ring 0.19  企 stand 0.25  嗌 order(food) 0.29 
俾 give 0.13  認(錯) admit 0.19  偷 steal 0.29 
撞 crash 0.13  拎 carry 0.19  返 Go back 0.28 
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A1 (Simultaneous bilinguals) 
 
A2 (Successive bilinguals) 
 
B (Monolinguals) 
Verbs (Total: 54) 
Average 
frequency 
Verbs (Total: 60) 
Average 
frequency 
Verbs (Total: 85) 
Average 
frequency 
宣佈 announce 0.13  嚟 come 0.19  幫 help 0.26 
做 make 0.13  唸 think 0.19  發現 discover 0.26 
企 stand 0.13  開始 start 0.19  舉(手) raise(hand) 0.26 
拎 carry 0.13  讀 read 0.19  擺 put 0.22 
嘭 bang 0.13  排(隊) lineup 0.13  做 make 0.22 
打 hit 0.06  幫 help 0.13  用 use 0.21 
唸 think 0.06  用 use 0.13  帶 lead 0.21 
幫 help 0.06  帶 lead 0.13  嚦 take 0.19 
斟(茶) Pour tea 0.06  斟(茶) Pour tea 0.13  記得 remember 0.18 
埋單 Bill 0.06  跌 x Fall down 0.13  想 want 0.18 
點(菜) Order(food) 0.06  揸 Hold 0.13  斟(茶) Pour tea 0.15 
舉(手) Raise(hand) 0.06  買 Buy 0.13  跌 x Fall down 0.15 
收 takeaway 0.06  請 x invite 0.13  唸 Think 0.11 
上(台) Go up (stage) 0.06  管 guard 0.13  望 Look at 0.11 
轆 roll 0.06  鬧 scold 0.13  口訂 Throw 0.11 
發生 happen 0.06  嗌 order(food) 0.06  收 takeaway 0.11 
放 Put down 0.06  發現 discover 0.06  種 Plant 0.11 
跛 lame 0.06  嚦 Take 0.06  要 Want 0.11 
彈 bounce 0.06  望 Look at 0.06  嘟聲 Make sound 0.11 
    口訂 throw 0.06  響 Ring 0.10 
    埋單 bill 0.06  企 Stand 0.07 
    原諒 forgive 0.06  開始 Start 0.07 
    點(菜) order(food) 0.06  揸 Hold 0.07 
    踩 step 0.06  埋單 Bill 0.07 
    煮 cook 0.06  嘭 Bang 0.07 
        上(台) Go up (stage) 0.07 
        笑 laugh 0.07 
        Mung1 pull 0.07 
        指 point 0.07 
        傾計 chat 0.07 
        報告 report 0.07 
        原諒 forgive 0.07 
        過唻 Come up 0.07 
        讀 Read 0.04 
        買 Buy 0.04 
        請 x Invite 0.04 
        攪 Cause trouble 0.04 
        上堂 Have lesson 0.04 
        繼續 continue 0.04 
        寫 Write 0.04 
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A1 (Simultaneous bilinguals) 
 
A2 (Successive bilinguals) 
 
B (Monolinguals) 
Verbs (Total: 54) 
Average 
frequency 
Verbs (Total: 60) 
Average 
frequency 
Verbs (Total: 85) 
Average 
frequency 
        執 pack 0.04 
        送 x give 0.04 
        郁 move 0.04 
        以為 think 0.04 
        等 wait 0.04 
        變 change 0.04 
        看 1 guard 0.04 
        屬於 belong 0.04 
       搬 move 0.04 
       懷疑 suspect 0.04 
          
          
Verb Count          
Used by ≥50% of subjects 9  Used by ≥50% of subjects 19  Used by ≥50% of subjects 14 
Used by <50% of subjects 45  Used by <50% of subjects 41  Used by <50% of subjects 71 
 
Average verb frequency is counted from the frequency of that verb being used in each group. 
Verbs in bold are verbs used by 50% or above of the subjects within each subject group. 
Verbs marked with * are verbs used by 50% or above of the subjects for all groups. 
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Table 4. Frequency of specific words & Percentage of subjects have used the verbs  
 
 A1 A2 B   A1 A2 B 
See Someone is moving 
見 0.94 1.63 1.13 行 0.88 1.13 0.57 
睇 1.4 1.56 1.43 落 B>A 0.63 0.75 1.17 
望 0.19 0.06 0.11 出 B>A 0.25 0.44 0.78 
  
Crash think 
踢 1.63 2.38 2.90 唸 0.06 0.19 0.11 
跌 x  0.13  以為   0.04 
整 0.56 1.06 0.34 想 B>A   0.18 
撞 0.13 0.38 0.32 要   0.11 
攪   0.04 懷疑   0.04 
打 A2>A1 0.06 0.69 0.86 管  0.13  
口訂  0.06 0.11     
  
Talk Take 
話 A2>A1 2.25 5.56 3.14 收 0.06  0.11 
宣佈 0.13 0.25 0.37 攞 A2>A1 1.44 3.44 1.63 
講 2.19 2.31 1.90 拎 0.13 0.19 0.36 
嗌 0.31 0.06 0.29 嚦  0.06 0.19 
點(菜) 0.06 0.06  揸  0.13 0.07 
問(冇用 x) 0.5 1 0.52     
叫  0.50 0.31 0.44 Put / give    
傾計   0.07 擺 0.25 0.38 0.22 
報告   0.07 放 0.06  0.03 
鬧 X  0.13  俾 A2>A1 0.13 1.00 0.87 
        
Come  
返 A2>A1 0.38 1.13 0.28     
嚟 0.44 0.19 0.34     
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APPENDIX E 
 
Task 2: Sentence Repetition 
Training item: 弟弟好開心咁踩緊單車 
1. 妹妹揸住支咪喺度唱歌 
2. 哥哥同弟弟喺度打緊交 
3. 佢哋喺度食緊麵包同西瓜 
4. 弟弟好開心咁放緊風爭箏 
5. 哥哥攞住部新買嘅收音機 
6. 弟弟用手攞住個魚缸 
7. 弟弟揸住個蘋果瞓覺 
8. 佢哋望住個電視食飯 
9. 弟弟匿埋咗喺垃圾筒度 
10. 妹妹摘咗個蘋果落嚟 
11. 弟弟唔小心整損咗隻腳 
12. 弟弟唔小心跌咗落地 
13. 佢伸個頭出嚟裝下有邊個 
14. 弟弟睇下嗰隻係咩昆蟲 
15. 妹妹試下扮鬼嚇其他人 
16. 弟弟喺馬仔上面搖下搖下 
17. 弟弟唔記得條數做過未 
18. 妹妹同呢隻狗玩過幾次 
19. 弟弟未著過咁大件嘅衫 
20. 佢跟媽媽學過綁鞋帶 
 
